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	Reviewer’s comment
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	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	The research is relevant for the women in Kaveliguda village, Shamshabad mandal, Telangana. The study is valuable and the heart rate/energy expenditure data (excluding SpO2) provides a clear picture of the physical toll on farm women.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	yes
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	It is mostly ok, but it has some errors that needs correcting. It states that 50 women between 25-45 years were a part of the study, but in the data table it states 3 age groups one with 15 participants at the age of 18-35, another with 25 participants 35 – 55, and the last group of 10 participants 55+. This has to be cleared up. It is also a bit unclear what is meant by “gender-sensitive agricultural tools”.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript has errors. First SpO2 cannot exceed 100% and the hyperventilation explanation does not make sense. This might be a calibration error. It also states that it measures TCCW and PCW, but it fails to give the time duration of the work and the formulas and calculation as well as the discussion around it. It also states that it will provide a correlation table for the SpO2, but it doesn’t. The correlation tables miss significance levels (p-values), it uses colors, but it is better with numbers for cross checking later and repeatability. It lacks a proper definition of the postures for repeatability. 
Suggested improvements:

-SpO2 explanation has to be changed – can be a calibration error or motion artifacts (due to the hand moving)
-Give the formulas used for calculating the EER (TCCW and PCW + time duration) this is good for later repeatability of the research.

-Correlation table should use numbered p-values as this is better or repeatability

-The age group has to be the same for the whole paper (it differs from 25-45 to 18-55+ now). This is also important for repeatability.

-it should also provide how the measurements of the postures were performed (REBA? RULA? ) This will increase the repeatability of the research.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	It’s ok, but it could have been a bit more diversified.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	yes
	

	Optional/General comments


	This is not necessary, but will add to the value: It would be good be some references form other journals. It also lacks any suggestion in the conclusion and abstract for future improvement other than stating that it is creating strain in the population under research. Adding some suggestions for improvement of the women’s working conditions would increase the value of the paper. Like mentioning the urgent need for posture-friendly and load-reducing technologies such as gourd pluckers/harvesters, adjustable transplanting tools, and integrated ergonomic solutions such as posture aids and task rotation in the conclusion and abstract). This information is well hidden in the results section. Are there any age-specific ergonomic interventions you could mention? This will be of practical importance for the women under study.

	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No, not as far as I can see
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